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Introduction
Threatened and Endangered species are managed under authority of the Federal Endangered Species
Act (36 U.S.C1531:-1544) and the National Forest Management Act (16 U.S.C.-11&1@1). In
accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, federal agencies are required to make certain
actions t hey i alkalyljeopaidize the corftinueddxisteioce of c ar r y
any threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated

t hat al |

critical habitat.

USDA Forest Service Policy (FSM 2670) requires a review of programs and activitiegjhttadiologial
assessment, to determine whether any threatened or endangered species is likely to be affected by the
purposed action(s).

Included in this report is the informati@md analysisequired for a Biological Assessment@dinada Lynx,

Yellow-billed Cuckm, Grizzly Bear,and Wolverineas required by the Endangered Species Act (ESA), and a
biological evaluation owildlife species that are listed as sensitive by the Regional Fo{281g), and
Management Indicators based on the Bitterrooegttan (USDA 1987) Thisreport analyzeshe potential effects
of the propose®iquett CreelProject to nativavildlife and their habitatthat may be preseitt the planning area.

Description of the Proposed Action

The purpose of the Piquett Creeloject is to mprove landscape resilience to disturbances (such as fire, insects and
diseases) by diversifying forest structure and composition and reducing fuels.

To reach that goal the following needs were identified:
1 reduce flame lengths and crown firazard potetial within the WildlandUrban Interface, adjacent
community protection zone and low severity fire regimes.

f
f

to stressors (e.g. drought, insects, and diseases).
9 improve habitat diversity, forage quality and quantity for mule deer, elk, and other regionally sensitive

species.

Proposed Actions Affecting Wildlife Resources
The project area is approximately8B0Q acres, located within the Piquett Creek (4,221 acres) and West Fork
Bitterroot RiverLloyd Creek (1,567 acres) watershéiap 17 Piquett Creek Overview Projectadivities coul
include intermediate and regeneration harvests utilizing both gioased and skyline yarding, landing piling and
burning, temporary road construction, understory thinning, hand piling, pile burning, fireline and understory burning
(aerialand hand igriion).

The entire project arda within a priority landscape as designated by the Secretary of Agriculture under HFRA
section 602(b). The following Forest Plan Management Areas are found within the proj¢Tahited).

Tablel. Management Areas within the Piquett Creek Project area.

out o

restore fire back into the ecosystem to maintain landscape resiliency and restore natural range of variability.
reduce stand densitigincreasege class diversity and favor shade intolerant species to promote resilience

Emphasize access for mineral explion and roaded dispersed recreation
activities. Provide moderate levels of visual quality, old growth, habitat fo

other wildlife species and livestock forage.

Management Management Goals Acres | Percent
Area
1 Emphasize timbemanagement, livestock and big game forage production| 398 7%
and access for roaded dispersecreation activities and mineral exploration
Assure minimum levels for visual quality, old growth, and habitat for othe
wildlife species.
2 Optimize elkwinter ranger habitat using timber management practices. 4864 | 84%

\



3A Maintain the partial retention visual quality objective and manage timber.| 536 9%
Emphaize roaded dispersed recreation activities, old growth, and big gar
cover. Provide moderate levels of timber, livestock forage, big game fora
and access fanineral exploration.

Within the Piquett Creefgrojectareaseveral different activiéis are proposed to be implemented to meet the desired
conditions and purpose and need of the project. Treatments may occur on up to 3,000 acres withictthecprdje
activities comply with the established design features. Resource specific evasrieveloped for the project area

to assist with designing treatments that would limit negative effects and allow for flexibility in prescribing
treatments. Té design features also ensure compliance with Forest Plan standards, applicable lawsneeguthtio
policies.

The existing and desired future conditions of each individual stand will dictate the silvicultural treatments that will

be applied. Rority for implementation are areas within the WUI that are at highest risk for crown firerand/

insects and disease. Across the project area, treatments will be designed to maximize the retention of healthy large
diameter trees, provide diversity inwgtture and composition while affecting fire behavior and insects and disease
hazard at the larstape scale, not just individual stands. Based on the existing conditions some areas may need a
combination of activities to move towards the desired conditior@ssingle treatment may be adequate in other

areas. Desired conditions and fire returnriveiés will be maintained into the future through the use fire (prescribed

or wildfire).

Vegetation Management
The following proposed activities have bedantified to potentially affect wildlife and may be implemented across
the project area:
1 Intermedide and regeneration harvests utilizing both grebased and skyline yarding, machine piling and
burning, temporary road construction.
1 Fuels Reduction actities such as understory thinning, hand piling, pile burning, fireline construction and
understory hrning.
1 Road maintenance activities such as drainage maintenance, reconditioning, reconstruction.

Travel Status and Management

In the project aredhere are 27.3 miles of documented roads of all status, including stored and closed, within the
and 15.3 miés of documentexhotorized trails.A total of 19.1 miles of roads are open for the entire year, and
seasonabr permanentlosures are in effecin some roads and trails to maintain wildlife security aréschange

in travel status is planned for anf/the existing roads or motorized trails within the project bounchemyis any
permanent road construction proposed. All temporary roadbsvidlecommissioned no later than 3 years after the
date the project is completed.

Existing Condition

The Piqeett Creek project area is made up of a variety of vegetation cover types. Cover types are identified through
the USFS Northern Region Existing Vegton Mapping ProgranMMap) (Brown 2016)andare categorized by the
species with the greatest dominahcEne existing mapped vegetation with 40% or greater dominance in the Piquett
Creek project area is providedMap 21 Piquett CreekrMap Dominant Ceer Types The mapped existing

vegetation is further grouped into the following USFS Region 1 Cover T{pdde2).

Table2. Existing condition of the Piquett Creek project area

Cover Type (40% Dominance) Acres Percent of Analysis Area
Ponderosa pine 3,371 58%

Dry Douglasfir 2,017 35%
(Douglasfir & Shade Intolerait Mix)

Lodgepole pine 210 4%
Transitional Forest 66 1%

! Dominance referto the species with the greatest abundance of canopy casal, drea, or trees per acre within
an area



Grass 44 1%

Mixed Mesic Conife(Shade Tolerant Mix) 25 0.4%

Spruce/fir(Subalpine fir & Engelmann spruce) 22 0.4%

Non-VegetatedUrban, Sparse, & Wetland) 14 0.2%

Hardwood/Cdionwood 12 0.2%

Mesic Shrul(Shrub) 5 0.1%
Total Acres | 5,786

Required Design Features

The following design featurg3able3) are required to ensure compliance with the regulatory framework for this
resource and/or teeducethe risk of adverse impacts to this resource. A description is provided as to when, where
and how the design feature should be applied and/or what conditions would trigger the need to apply the design
feature.

Table3. Piguett Ceek project wildlife design features.

Objective Design Feature

Wildlife

Protect signed wildlife |Pr ot ect trees identified with AW | d
trees Exceptions include compliancettv the silvicultural prescription artdees that pose

safety hazard. Wildlife trees that must be felled for safety reasons will not be ya|
Provide coarse woody | Do not remove prexisting noamerchantable down logs frooutting units.
debris for wildlife

Retain downed wood and woodglatis.

Fire Group Type Coarse Woody Debris
2.4 -B tons/acre

6 AD tons/acre

7,8,9 -Bltons/acre

Leave 1 to 2 hand piles per acrdoumed in areas where hand piling is used for sl
disposal to enhance habitat for small mammals and birds. Some retained piles
consumed during prescribed fire operations.

Maintain snag density | Stand level prescriptions by a certified silviculttiand wildlife biologist will
provide unitspecific snag retention requirements including spatial distribution,
species, and shag sizes.

Prescriptions will meet the proposed shag standards incluagnfplfowing number
of snags over Birée GrbupHf theyeekisin theeudit pboy to
treatment.

Fire Group Snags (average # of trees per acre)

2,4 (25 tpa)

6 (412 tpa)

7, 8,9 (1015 tpa)

Irregular distribution and small clumps are dedeahocation away from open road
is preferable. Spées preference in order is ponderosa pine, Dotfijia®dgepole
pine, spruce and true firs. Snags retained will include some from the largest dia
size class available within that unit. Larger shage preferred over smaller snags f
retention

Maintain suitable Adhere to the following applicable portions of the Northern Rockies Lynx
snhowshoe hare habitat | Management Direction.

for compliance with the
Northern Rockies Lynx | Standard Veg S5:

Management Direction | Where and to what this applies:

Stardard VEG S5 applies to all precommercial thinning projects, except for fuel
treatment projects that use precommercial thinning as a tool within the wildland
urban interface (WUI) as defined by HFRA, subject to the following limitation:

The Standard:
Precommercial thinning projects that reduce snowshoe hare habitat




Objective Design Feature

may occur from the stand initiation structural stage until the stands no longer
provide winter snowshoe hare habitat only:

1. Within 200 feet of administrative sites, dwellings, or outbngd or

2. For research studies or genetic tree tests evaluating genetically improved
reforestation stock; or

3. Based on new information that is peer reviewed and accepted by the regional
of the Forest Service, and state level of FWS, where aewrititermination states:
a. that a project is not likely to adversely affect lynx; or

b. that a project is likely to have short term adverse effects on lynx or its
habitat, but would result in lorgerm benefits to lynx and its habitat; or

Standard Veg S6

Where and to what this applies:

Standard VEG S6 applies to all vegetation management projects except for fue
treatment projects within the wildland urban interface (WUI) as defined by HFR/
subject to the following limitation:

The Standard: Vegetationrmaragement projects that reduce snowshoe hare
habitat in multistory mature or late successional forests may occur only:

1. Within 200 feet of administrative sites, dwellings, outbuildings, recreation site
and special use permit improvements, includirfgastructure within permitted ski
area boundaries; or

2. For research studies or genetic tree tests evaluating genetically improved
reforestation stock; or

3. For incidental removal during salvage harvest (e.g. removal due to location 0
trails).

Guiddine VEG G10
Fuel treatment projects within the WUI as defined by HFRA should be designed
considering Standards VEG S1, S2, S5, and S6 to promote lynx conservation.
Retain old growth The Siviculturist and Wildlife Biologist will monitor stand markings and timber
habitat characteristics in harvest to ensure the stands meet Green et al. (1995, addendum 2005) old gro
units that contain old criteria.

growth habitat
Minimize the chance of | Food and garbage associated withjgebactivitiesmust be stored in a vehicle or
bear habituation other beaproof container.

Maintain current status | No new construction of permanent roads. Construction of temporary roads is

of Elk Habitat permitted but must be decommissidme later tharB years after the date the proje
Effectiveness in project | is completed.
area

Effects Analysis

Cause-Effect Relationships Identified to Consider for Extraordinary

Circumstances

Proposed changes in vegetation characteristics including: cover, structure, spatiattidistrand irérspersion,

may affect wildlife species use in the project ar€he appropriate methodology and level of analysis needed to
determine potential effects is influenced by several factors, including the purpose and need for the proposal, the
nature of the pposal, various regulations and policies, the potential for impacts, the risk to resources and species,
and the information necessary for an informed decision. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) directs the
agency to focus on alfiand fair digussion of significant issues and identify and eliminate from detailed study the
issues that are not significaifhe Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1502.2) directs that impacts be
discussed in proportion to their significance. ®omildlife speées require a detailed analysis and discussion to
determine effects. Others may not be impacted, impacted at a level that is inconsequential, or impacts are



adequately avoided or mitigated through the design of the project. Generallyelérasats do rnaequire a

detailed discussion and analysisirther detailed analysis for impacted species is provided in the respective analysis
sections. Predicted effects on wildlife habitat by proposed treatments were evaluated using Geographtohnfor
System GIS) tools in the program A€IS Pro2.32 (ESRI 2018).These tools were used to estimate current; post
treatment, and future condition$he methodology for the wildlife analysis was developed and conducted based on
consideration of thebeve factors agh others (e.g., available data).

There is some level of uncertainty associated with any analysis methodology: habitat associations are complex,
some variables may be unknown or not described, and available data may not be as spetifisesiththe

scientific literature. However, this analysis is based on the most applicable scientific literature and uses the best
available dataPresence, absence, and survey effort information for analyzed species was retrieved from the
Montana Natural Heritage Pragnwebsite (MNHP 209). This website is the repository for the best available
information regarding species distributions, sightjraged surveys. Additional presence, absence, and survey effort
information was obtained Hyistoric and current survey efts fromBitterroot National Forest staff.

Datafor vegetation/wildlife habitat effects analysis was primarily based on geodatatfarmation stored in R1

VMap (Brown 2016). This geodatabase is used to produce products to meet information nesdsuet kevels of
analysis per the USFS National and Regional direction established by the Existing Vegetation Classification and
Mapping Technical Guide (Brohman and Bryant 2005) and the Region 1-Mwuéi Classification, Mapping,
Inventory, and AnalysiSystem (Berglund et al. 2009). Compositafrpredicted vegetation lifeforms, dominant
species, and species group assemblagesesemed ifmable2.

Cumulative Effects

Past actions and events including timber harvest, wildfrgd and trail construction, fire suppression, and insect

and diseas outbreaks on th@/est ForkRanger District have influenced the existangnilability and distribution of
wildlife habitat. All past, present, and reasonably foreseeable atistwin the table belovTable4) were

reviewed for their relevancy to the wildlife analysis and their potential effects on wildlife. Those actions vary in
their potential for impacts on wildlife, the consequences of potential implaets)eaurability of effects, and how

they are measured. Some actions may lrapacts, but any measurable effects on wildlife are already factored into
the analysis (for example, road maintenance is a present and reasonably foreseeable action thizibunaytaon
disturbancdevels butis a part of the impacts measuredrbgds on the landscap@lso, some actions occur at a

|l evel that does not have a measurable effect (such as
for measurment beause of their random, unpredictable nature and the inability to predict their extent (e.g., access
for fire suppression). Finally, activities such as past timber hawgdfire and fire suppression, and insect and
disease infestations may hawbstanially affected wildlife habitat, but these effects have resulted in the current
stand structure and composition andiap®rporated into the discussionefistingconditions Since these effects

have already been factored in, they would not imenetally add to the effects of the proposed actions in a
measurable way. As a result, these past actions\ris do not receive detailed discussion in the analysis of
cumulative effects. More specific discussions regardingtineulative effecteinalyss can ke found in the sections

on individual species.

Tabled4. List of past, ongoing, and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the Piguett Creek project area.

Activity/Event Past | Ongoing For;eeaézobr?:tljilﬁture

LargeWildfires X X

Fire Suppression X X X

Small Wildfires X X X

Historic Snagging Operations X

Timber Harvest$ Private Lands X X X

Timber Harvests FS Lands X

Site Preparation (Slashing, Dozer Piling, Dozer Trampling,

Prescribedurning, Pile Buning) X X




Activity/Event Past | Ongoing ForeRsiaézcE)rl]:?:Iﬁture

Tree Planting X

TSI (Weed and Release, Pruning,-Boenmercial Thinning) X X
Insects/DiseaseVegetation X X X
Noxious Weed Treatments X X X
Road Constructioin FS Lands X

Trail Construction FS Lands X

FS Road Decommigming X

Motor Vehicle, ATV, and Snowmobile use on Designated Rout

and Areas X X X
Motor Vehicle use off Desighated Routes and Areas X X X
Hunting X X X
Recreational use X X X
Road and Trail MaintenanéeFS and County X X X

Wildlife Species Analyzed and Summary of Effect Determinations

Species considered in this analysis include federally listed proposed, threatened, and endangered, Forest Service
sensitive species, and Forest Plan management indicator sp&S@8ISDA 1987). Table5 provides a list of all

species in these categories known or suspected of occurring on the Forest, status, habitat preference, whether the
habitat or species are present in the analysis area, whether the habitat or species will bebmnpempeded
treamentsand dfects determinations for threatened, endangered and sensitive wildlife spatiles identifies7
specieghighlighted that are not addressed in detaithis analysis and gives the rationale fot carrying them

through in the analysis. The species include: yeliled cuckoo Coccyzuamericanuy, peregrine falconKalco
peregrinug, bald eaglelaliaeetudeucocephalus Black-backed woodpeckeP(coides arcticus Rocky Mountain
bighorn sheeOviscanadensig€anadensis northern bog lemmingSynaptomys borea)iscCoeur do6 Al ene
salamanderRlethodon idahoensisandnorthern leopard frogRanapipieng, and. The proposed actions would not
occur in suitable habitats for these species, andéospecies are not known to occur within the project area.

Table5. Threatened, Endangered, and Proposed Federal (ESA) Species; Regional Forest Service Sensitive Species,
and Faest Plan Management Indicator Species (MIS)founditier®ot National Forest and their applicability to
the Piquett Creek project.

=l Potential to -S
Habitat | - "N Brief Description of 5 §
SPECIES in - Projectos L= Habitat Preference
. Rationale for 3 . i £
Project ) Habitat or Species. )
Exclusion 2
Area o
e}
None anticipated. Lynx Cool, moist habitat types dominated by
Canada Lynx Y Y are not known to be NLAA | subalpine fir/lodgepole pine/Engelmann
present. No proposed spruce; vertical structural diversity in the

2 Federally listed species based on USFWS website for Moraptembel 8, 2019. Species listed as sensitive
2/13/2011. Forest Service Northern RegBensitive Species List (Threatened and Endangered Spadi&pecies
of Concern Resource Guidance websif@anagement Indicator are based on the Bitterroot Forest Plan (USDA
1987, pp. H19-11-20).

3 The determination of effects for federally listggecies (threatened or endangered) is limited to: (1.) N

effect; (2) NLAA - May effect- Not likely to adversely affect; (3) LAAMay effect- Likely to adversely affe¢t



™
Suitable : S
Habitat ggéi?/tlffll ,;[10 Brief Description of 5 8
SPECIES in : Projectos L= Habitat Preference
; Rationale for : . il &
Project . Habitat or Species. o
Exclusion s
Area O
a
Lynx 1 recorded | activity in any delineated under story (such as downed logs,
Yl y y y g
canadensis obs. in 1981 5| lynx habitatoutside of seedling/saplings, shrubs, forbs) for dieign
miles W the WUL All lynx and abundant snowshoe hare prey; lack of]
) (MNHP habitat field verified. human disturbance during denning (&/1).
2019) See Analysis
Yellow-billed None. There is no
ellow-bille i i ik
Cuckoo N f}:’:atr’?eig?ggt V\Il_litr':irt]e d Riparian areas with dense cottonwoods,
> Proj N willows and shrubs. Habitat occurs along tk
suitable habitat may be . . S S
Coccyzus N present along the NE Bitterroot River and major tributaries in
americanus : Bi River in th valley bottom. Limied amount of marginal
Habitat itterroot River in the habitat on Forest.
M analysis area (MNHP
2019)
Not Likely to Adversely
Grizzly Bear ) i N L .
y Affect P.rOJect.not Wetlands/riparian vegetation in the spring;
located in theitterroot summer and falhabitat includes higher
U Recovery Zone. USFWS elevation meadows, earlgeral ve %tation
rsus arctos Y Y determined grizzly bear | NLAA - 4 ¥ get '
horribilus A ma b e e and brush fields. Often dens near high
Septerr);ber 182019p See elevation grassy slopes. Abundant food
M BA and USFWS sources away from potential human conflic]
Concurrence Letter.
None anttipated. No
Wolverine v mapped habitat is within
project area (Inman Large areas of unroaded security habitat;
2013) secure denning habitat in higlevation
boulder talus or under log debris; ungulate
N Otsr?ﬁozrgfg NLJ carrion in winter. Suitable denning habitat i
Gulo luscus 2 milesE of See Analvsis high elevatiorareas in Bitterroot and
) y Sapphire ranges.
project area
(©) (BNF 2019)
American None. There are no
peregrine N known nests for this
faleah SPECIes In or near prae Cliff nesting (ledges); aerial foraging over
Falco area. There is no L .
. N ; - NI open areas for small to meditsized bird
peregrinus predicted optimal or species prey
anatum Habitat moderate habitat for this :
species in thanalysis
(R1%5) area (MNHP 2019)

and (4) BE- Beneficial effect. Options in determination of effects for proposed federally listed species are: (1.) No
effect; (2.) NLJ- Not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species or result in destruction or adverse
modification ofproposed critical habitat; (3.) Likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species or result in
destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat. Northern Region Sensitive Speoj@fohistin
determination of effects: (1) NINo impact; (2) MIIH- May impact individuals, but is not likely to cause a trend to
Federal listing or loss of viability; (3) LAALikely to result in a trend to Federal listing or loss of viability; and (4)

Bl - Beneficial impact. There would be "noect” to sensitive species determined to be absent from the project
area and not included in this table. The determination is based on the presence of suitable habitat.



Suitable

™
=
i i)
Habitat gg(t:ir:/tlffll ,;[10 Brief Description of 5 8
SPECIES in : Projectos L= Habitat Preference
; Rationale for : . il &
Project Exclusion Habitat or Species. o
Area @
o}
None. Proposed project
A N EEIYIES B nel Nesting trees/platforms near large rivers of
N Py NELIE 1D NI lakes; available fish and water bsgecies
Haliaeetus this species. There are prey.
leucocephalus Habitat no kr_10\_/vn nests for this
speciesn project area
(R1SS)
Black-backed None No suitable . . .
woodpecker N habitat exists in proiect Burned or inseekilled snag concentrations,
Picoid N area. Snags ma pbej NI limited to5-6 years following mortality.
C? €s : creafe d frgm rgscribe d Individuals may occur in green forests with
arcticus Habitat . P concentrations of insesilled snags.
(R1SS) fire.
Beneficial tonone.
Proposed project
activities may impact
Flammulated v nesting habitat for tki
owl species. Optimal
p:g.ogg:e;:;?&al\lt;vghm Mature and old growth ponderosa pine with
Y 20119) MIIH | snags and open understory, with abundant]
Otus moth species prey. Secondagyity nester.
flammeolus 1 recorded
0bs.1994W
of project See Analysis.
(R1SS) are. (MNHP
2019)

Canis lupus

high humaruse
(Whittington et al2005,
Hebblewhite and Merrill
2008).

Bighorn sheep N None. No optimal .
: ) : Grasslands or open forest with steep, rocl
; suitable habitat exists . -
Ovis N ithi ; NI escape cover. Seropen to open vegetatior|
densis i G I [T (EE e es peferred
cana Habitat (MNHP 2019). types p .
(R1SS)
Minimal to none.
Proposed project
activities may impact
Fisher habitat for this species. Moist coniferous forested types (including
Project area is in low mature ad old growth spruceffir),
Y Y suitable habitat (MNHP | MIIH riparian/forest ecotones. Suitable habital
2019) predaminantly along larger tributary stream
Martes in Bitterroot Mountains.
pennanti See Analysis
(R1SS)
Minimal to none.
Wolves do not
necessarily avoid hiht Habitat generalist. Abundant prey availabili
Gray wolf v v types, but rather areas o MIIH (primarily large ungulates) and lack of

human disturbance (corresponding to loyv
road densities) prefred.




Suitable

Corynorhinus
townsendii

(R1SS)

Coeur

d

area (MNHP 2019). No
impacts to cavesSee
Analysis

o
=
- 8
Habitat Opgéi?/t'ﬁllfﬁ Brief Description of 5 8
SPECIES in Rationale for Projectos £ £ Habitat Preference
Project . Habitat or Species. ]
Exclusion s
Area o}
o}
(R1SS)
Noneanticipated. No
. mapped habitat is within
Wolverine Y project area (Inman Large areas of unroaded security habitat
2013) secure denning habitat in high elevation
boulder talus or under log debris; ungalat|
N trgcc;rgfg MIIH carrion in winter. Suitable denning habitat
Gulo 02 rs;i!lnes cast See Analvsi high elevéion areas in Bitterroot and
n ysis Sapphire ranges.
of project ared
(R1SS) (BNF 2019)
Northern bog N . .
lemming None. Project area is ho
in predicted optimal or L )
e Pt N moderate suitable habitz NI Wet riparian sedge meadows, bogs, feny
borealis Habitat (MNHP 2019)
(R1SS)
Townsend's Minimum to none. Therg
big-eared bat is no predicted suitable Roosts in caves, mines, rocks and building
v v habitat within the projdc MIIH Forages over tree canopy, over riparian ar

or water. Hibernates in caves or mines.
Temporarily roosts in large snags.

canadensis

Salamander N None. There is no
N predicted habitat within NI Spray zones near waterfalls or seeps in
Plethodon the project area (MNHP fractured bedrock.
idahoensis Habitat 2019)
(R1SS)
Northern N None. There is no
Leopard frog N predicted suitable habital Non-forested ponds. Possibly extirpated fr
Rana pipiens : within the project area Bitterroot drainage.
(R1SS) Habitat | (MNHP 2019).
Minimal to rone. There
is nopredicted optimal
}’gf}fgﬂ;‘;ﬁ‘; suitable habitat within
v v the project area (MNHP MIIH Terrestrial habitat generalist; breeds in pon
2019) slow streams
Bufo boreas )
(R1SS) See Analysis
Elk Habitat generalist. Winter range in lower
Cervus Y Y See Anysis. MIIH 9 ' 9

elevation conifer/shrub/grasslands.




Suitable
Habitat
SPECIES in
Project
Area

Potential to

Occur/ If N-

Rationale for
Exclusion

Brief Description of
Projectos
Habitat or Species.

Effect
Determination®

Habitat Preference

(MIS)

Pine Marten

Odocoileus
virginianus
(MIS)

Minimal to none.
Proposed project
activities may impact
habitat for this species.

See Analysis

MIIH

Mature and older lodgepalsubalpine fir and
spruce forests with abundant down logs.

Pileated
woodpecker

Bonasa
umbellus

(MIS)

Beneficial to none.
Proposed project
activities may impact
nesting habitat for this
species. Project area
containspredicted
moderate suitable habitg
(MNHP 2019)

See Analysis

MIIH

Mature and older lower to mielevation
conifer forests or cottonwood gallery fores
with large snags and down logs.

Old Growth
Habitat

Old Growth isnot
specifically being
proposed for treatment.
Any activities would
increasespacingand
invigorate growth of
remaining treesThese
treatments would
increase resiliency to fire
and disease and move
stands more towards an
Old Growth structure.

Bl

Variesby climax vegetation ye.

Definitions of Old Growth Community
characteristics by Green et al. (2001 errata
2007) will be used in assessing Old Growitt
where it occurs.

Applicable Regulatory Framework
The proposed action has been reviewed and is detatrarfellow the manageent framework applicable to this
resource. The laws, regulations, policies and Forest Plan direction applicable to this project and this resource are

shown inTable6 bdow.

Table6. Piguett Creek project applicable laws, regulations, and policies.

Statute Direction How Project Complies with Statute
. The Bitterroot National Forest Management Plan (USDA 1983ides Forest Plan direction for wildlife
Bitterroot S ) . . . Lo
: standards and guidelines definedrbgnagement areas. An explanation ¢ resouces in the Piquett Creek project is|
National Forest . . A ’
Plan compliance with standards and guidelines for management areas found inthe Forest Plan Standards tablé

encompassing proposed treatment units are presented in Tables 6 ang

(Appendix A and B)

Forest Service
Manual

as

sensitive,

The Forest Service Manual (FSM) (2670.32) directs that for species
identified
to species whose viability has bdadentified as a concern. FSM (2672.41
directs the Forest Service to enstirat Forest Service actions do not
contribute to loss of viability.

t he

The Piquett Creek project complies witH
this direction because impacts to
sensitive species have been minimized
SeeEffects Sectiorfor details.

Fo




Statute

Direction

How Project Complies with Statute

National Forest
Management Act|

The Forest Service is required by the National Forest Management Ac
(NFMA) and its implementation regulations to provide for a diversity of
native plant and animal communities based orstligbility and capability
of the land in order to meet multiplseiobjectives.

The Piquett Creek project complies with
this law because all affected animal
species were considered and provided
based on the suitability and capability o
the land.

Endangered
Species Act 1973

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 respiall Federal agencies to
review any project authorized, funded, or carried out to determine that
action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any propos
threatend, or endangered species. This is accomplished via preparatio
biological assessment for those listed or proposed species present in t
project area.

See Canada LynfAppendix C)and
Wolverine Programmatic Screening
(Appendix D)and associated semtis.
Project actions are not likely to
jeopardize the continued istence of any
proposed, threatened, or endangered
species.

Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection
Act

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC &88arohibits any
form of possessionrdaking of both bald eagles and golden eagles. The
Final Rul eds definition of dist
22.3 AS: i To a gliortgaldereeagberto alnegtedtieat
causes, or is likely to cause, based on the best dicemtbrmation
available, (1) injury to an eagle, (2) a decrease in its productivity, by
substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering
behaior, or (3) nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with nor
breeding feeding,resheltering behavior.

Proposed treatments are consistent wit
applicable laws, regulations, policy and
direction for bald and golden eagles
under this Act. Poteiatl effects to eagleq
are addressed in this analysis.

Migratory Birds,
EO 12962 of
Januaryl0, 2001

Executive Order 13186 requires agencies to ensure that environmenta|
analyses evaluate the effects of federal actions and agency plans on
migratory birds, with emphasis on species of concern. The Forest Sen
required by t hedordivEdityfof plant and animalv i d
communities based on the suitability and capability of the specific land
in order to meet overall multip
Neotropical Migratory Bird species are dependent on a landscape with
diverse vegeittion.

Proposed treatments are consistent wit
applicable laws, regulations, policy and
direction for migratory bird species
addressed in this analysis.

Extraordinary Circumstances

Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species Extraordinary Circumstances Determination:
No extraordinary circumstances associated with the proposed actions.

Canada Lynx and Designated Critical Habitat

The Bitterroot National Forest including the Piquett Creek project area are considered secondary, unotitapied ha
ofor AdtivetiesA nabAgerNatroikelyt i ¢

where

Canada |

ynx fAmay be present

to Adversely Affect Canada Lynx, Grizzly Beand Designated Canada Lynx Critical HabitaBDA 2014) was

reviewed for its application toithproject. The Piquett Creek projeneets the screening criteria fanayaffect but
| thercancutrenc® éetter from the USFWS dated February 20, 2020
(project file andProgrammatic Screen for analysidalks (project file). The Piquett Creek project complies with the

is not likely to adversely affegtCa n a d a

Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction.

There is ndCanada LynXDesignated Critical Habitan the Bitterroot National Forest includiigthe project area

Grizzly Bear and DesignatedCritical Habitat
USFWS added grizzly bear to the list of threatened, endangered and candidate species that may be present on the

BNF west of Hghway 93 in alpine/subalpine coniferous forest on September 18, 2biE9project area is outside of
the Bitteroot Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 1993) but inside the Bitterroot Grizzly
Bear Experimental Population Area (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 2000). Grizzly bears have not occupied the

Bitterroot Mountains on the BNF for over §@ars. Two transient grizzly bears have been confirmed in the

Bitterroot Mountains on the BNF in recent years. No other confirmed grizzly bear detections have occurred in the

BNF portion of the Bitterroot Mountas in recent decades.

Because of the renet

change in the

USFWS det er mi

nati on

Bitterroot National Foresthe analysis below documents tla¢ionale thathe Piquett Creek projeatay affect but

is not likely to adversely affegrizzly bears.A Biological Assessment was submitted to the USFWS for informal

t hat

Bi

gri

o |

z

Z



consultation orFebruary 182020(project fil§. The USFWS responded with a concurrence lettdfedmuary 20

2020(project file)

Federally Proposed Species Extraordinary Circumstances Determination:
No extraordinary circumstances associated with the proposed action20IhRegional Programmatic Biological

Assessment for North American WolverifigSDA 2014b)was reviewed for its application to this project. The
PiquettCreek projectnees the screening criterfar thef o mot liRely to jeopardizé (project file).

Sensitive Species Extraordinary Circumstances Determination:

No extraordinary circumstances associated vhithgroposed actions

Threatened and Endangered Species Analysis

Canada Lynx

The Bitterroot National Forest (BNF) is currently classified asoorupied lynx habitat. The Northern Rockies
Lynx Management Direction (NRLMD) Record of Decision (ROD) recomraehdt does not rexye, that Forest
with nonoccupied lynx habitat meet tlodjectives, standards and guidelines contained in the NR{INEDA

2007) Region 1 direction requires all R1 Forests to analyze projects in lynx habitat as if they were ottupied.

analysis is dogmented in the lynx evaluation tabfergject file).

Lynx habitat on the Bitterroot National Forest was recently mapped through a GIS process based on a procedure
developed by the Lolo National Forest and Regional Office wildlife@iRIstaffs. The cess used the best

available data to identify areas of the cooler, moister habitat types that cuoreintiyre future will support the true
select.

fir/l spruce

compliance withlie Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction (NRLMD) standards and guidelines (USDA

forests that
combination with activity databases to determine existing structural stage for this mapped lynxHiebitizt type
and structural stage were verified using plots installed by stand exam crews and/or wildlife staff athdough
exams in standhat were mapped as suitable hahifBte corrected model results wéhen used to determine

Il ynx

T hVMapdataint he

2007). Mapped lynx habitat is widespread throughout the two LAbsgever, limited habitat exists in the project

area due to the aspect, elevation, and potential vegetgfies. Currently, approximately 93% of the project area

exists as warnary cover typesTablel), which arenot suitable lynx habitatUpon field veification, only 96 acres
of the project area exists as habitat typesdaheently area ocould develop into suitable habitat for lynx in the
future (Map 37 Piquett Verified Lynx Habitat) Fifteen acres are #iin the Wildland Urban Interface (WYand
may be eligible to treat under Standard VEG S10 of the NRLMDarder to comply with the R1 Programmatic
Biological Assessmerior Activities That Are Not Likely to Adversely Affect Canada Lynx, Grizzly Bead an
Designated Canada Lynx Critical HabiteXSDA 2014g), all suitable fieldverified Lynx habitabutside of the WUI
will be excluded from any proposed project activities. See Appdahétix Programmatic Screening Worksheet.

There are no known lynx obsations in the project aredcross the twd.ynx Analysis Units (LAUs) that the
project area intersect$ere are limited acres of regeneratatgndshat may support stand initiation vegetation
structure capable of supporting snowshoe [igable7). Multi-story habitat does exist throughout the LAUs,

however,within the project areajo snowshoe hare or droppings were observed during field recognizance. The

Bitterroot National Forest, cooperatively with Defenders of Wildl#@142017) and the MPG Ranch (2017
Present), have annually monitored winter carnivores with remote sergiregas, DNA hair snag sampling, track

surveys, and eDNA collection from 2013 to present, baiting and monitoring collectively about 50 stati@ily ann

during the winter months across the Bitterroot National Forest. Data from these stations (photo&pisd DN
collected about 4 times during the winter months (roughly once per month), accumulatively accounting for about
1,000 montHong captureoppatunities. No observations of lynx have been documented by this effort despite
techniques designed to do d8doDaniel et al. 2000). Nwinter carnivore stations have been monitored in the

analysis area because of the low availability and quality ofdtabit

Table7. Lynx habitat and structural stage of mapped habitat in the Pidlatk and RockWard LAUs

LAU Structural Stage Acres % of Mapped Habitat
1 0,
Rock Ward Multistory 20068.6 52%
Other 10060.3 26%

BNFOs



LAU Structural Stage Acres % of Mapped Habitat

Stand Initiation 199%.7 5%
Stem Exclusion 1179.2 3%
Temporary Unsuitabld0 908.0 2%
Temporary Unsuitabt20 3816.2 10%
Temporary Unsuitabi80 487.6 1%
Total 38516.7 100%
Multistory 9849.3 42%
Other 3836.4 16%
Stand Initiation 521.5 2%

Piquett Black | Stem Ex¢usion 1610.7 7%
Temporary Unsuitabi20 7267.5 31%
Temporary Unsuitabt80 234.7 1%
Total 23320.2 100%

Direct/Indirect Effects

NRLMD Standard VEG S1 specifies that if more than 30% of the lynx habigtAtJ is currently in the ESI
structural stge, no additional lynx habitat may be regenerated by vegetation manageojests (USDA 2007).
Both LAUs currently contain less than 30% of lynx habitat currently in the ESI, meeting this standard.

NRLMD Stardard VEG S2 specifies that timber managetpojects shall not regenerate more than 15% of lynx
habitat on NFS lands @aLAU in a 10-yearperiod.Both LAUs currently have none or less than 1% of lynx habitat
that hagegenerated in the past 10 yeaneding this standard.

NRLMD Standard VEG SSpecifies that precommercial thinning projects that reduce snowshoe hare habitat may
occur in the Sl structural stage only under certain exceptions (USDA 20@Mapped and fielderified lynx
habitat outside of the WUI will be eligie for treatment, meting this standard.

NRLMD Standard VEG S6 specifies that vegetation management projects that reduce snowshoe hare habitat may
occur in the MMS structural stage only under certain exceptions (i.e. fuel treatment projects in e WUI
exemptionsNo mapped and fieldverified lynx habitat outside of the WUI will be eligible for treatment, meeting

this standard.

NRLMD standards VEG S5 and VEG S6 allow conversion of the SI and MMS structural stages to other stages in

mapped lynx hbitat for fuel treatrent projects within the WUI on no more than 6 percent (cumulatively) of the total

mapped lynx habitat on each National Forest (USDA 2007). The BNF currently classifies about 758,506 acres as

mapped lynx habitat. 6 percent of the tatelpped lynx habitasiabout 45,510 acreBotential lynx habitat that is

inside the WUI for the Piquett Creek project totals 15 acres. If all acres were treated, converting thesetheres
structur al stages i n t heedWUllexemgionwaeas ahd thereforenmeatstheh e B NF &6 s
NRLMD.

No project activities will occur in mapped, fieletrified lynx habitabutside the WUI and a total of 15 acres may be
treated inside the WUJtherefore, ltere would beninimal tono direct or indiret effect on lynx otynx habitat

outside of ecological successiand natural processes. The potential activitiesld neither benefit lynx habitat

nor contribute to effects of natural ecological succession.

Deter mination
Implementation of thiprojectmay affect but iot likely to adversely affed€anada lynx or their habit@SDI
Fish and Wdlife Service 2020)



Grizzly Bear

USFWS added dgzly bear to the list of threatened, endangered and candidate species that may be present on the
BNF west of Hghway 93 in alpine/subalpine coniferous forest on Seyiter 18, 2019. The project area is outside of
the Bitterroot Grizzly Bear Recovery Zond3DI Fish and Wildlife Service 1993) but inside the Bitterroot Grizzly
Bear Experimental Population Area (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 2000). Grizzly bears haczupied the
Bitterroot Mountains on the BNF for over 60 years. Two transient grizzlsstteare been confirmed in the

Bitterroot Mountains on the BNF in recent years. A verified grizzly bear traveled through the foothills of the
Bitterroots as far southsdlorence in May 2014 before turning around and heading back north. Augmentation
grizzly #927 spent several months exploring the Bitterroot Diviidledominatelyon the Idaho side) as far south as
Hamilton in late summer/early fall 2019 before returnimdpis starting point in the Cabinet Mountains to den.

Direct/Indirect and Cumulative Effects

All activities in the proposed action would occur in suitable or potentially suitable grizzly bear habitat. Commercial

timber harvest and prescribed burninghredl’e the potential to directly and indirectly impact the species due to noise

and disturbance dm the implementation of the proposed activities, human presence and a change in the structure

and age classes of vegetation in the treatmerd. imithe 2019 BO for the Effects of continued implementatid

the Bitterroot National Forest Plan on Grizzly Bears (USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 2019), the Service stated,
fiBased on our history of consultation on vegetation mal
under t he cotGe noefr alle gkeftfaet i on Management d section above,
management activities by themselves would result in effects to grizzly bears that would be so significant as to

i mpact breeding, feeding mdrecseffeets dueto habitgt changes hesultirgframr e, di |
vegetative management treatments are expected to be insignificant and/or disc¢Uatdbl8.In the BA for

Grizzly Bear (Ursus arctos horribili for the Piquett Projecpfoject fil§). The following direct and indirect effects

were analyzedTable 8).

Table8. Direct and Indrect EffectsAnalysis of the Piquett Project gmizzly bear.

Effects to: BT O Justification
Effect
No grizzly bears or grizzly bear dens have been reported within
Denning Habitat None action area. Its extremely unlikely that denning grizzly bears wou
be impacted by this project during the denning period.
Insignificant . .
OMRTD and/or No permanentoad construction. All temporary roads will be

Discountable decommissioned within 3 years of project qbation.

Insignificant

Secure Habitat

and/or
Discountable

No grizzly bears documented in action area in over 50 y&#% of
secure habitat may be slightly altered due to project activities.

Cover

Insignificant
and/or
Discountable

No grizzly bears dcumented in action area in over 50 years.

Treatment of project area may occur in xeric ponderosa pine/Doy

fir forest that provides current cover. Project activities will likely]

increase foliage diversity in the understory providing for addition
cover and forage in the future.

FoodAvailability

Insignificant
and/or
Discountable

No whitebark pine or avalanche chutes in project area. Elk use
winter range would slightly benefit from project activities.




Effects to: MRS Justification
Effect

Insignificant Future grizzly bear use of the action area is expected to be infred
Grizzly Bear Use and/or and unpredictable, since any bears using the area in at least the

Discauntable future are expected to be transient animals.
The increased presence of humans in the project area during
implementation of the project would increase the risk of disturbar
Insignificant displacement or morality to transient grizzly bears. This risk is
Grizzly Bear/[Human Interaction and/or discountable because there have been no reobgiizzly bears in the
Discountable action area for at least 50 years, and it is unlikely that a transito|

grizzly bear would pass through the area during project
implementation.
Grazing Allotments None There are no grazing allotments in the action area.

High levelsof human activity usually have a negative effect on the grizzly bear population because the greatest
cause of grizzly bear mortality in the NCDE is from conflicts with humans. All these activities had or have the
potential to impact grizzly beaand/or gzzly bear habitat in thprojectarea. The presence of these activities may
lead grizzly bears to avoid otherwise suitable habitat. This is unlikely however, as no grizzly bears have been
sighted in the project area to date and the projeetiarapproimately 110 miles away from the NCDE recovery
zone and 187 miles away from the GYE recovery zone.

Determination
Implementation of thiprojectmay affect but is not likely to adversely affegtizzly beaflUSDA 2020, USDI Fish
and Widlife Service 2020)

Sensitive Species Analysis

Flammulated Owl

The flammulated owl is listed as a Sensitive species in the Northern Region and thus insuring that viability is
maintained is the management goal. No specific conservation measanelsrds, or guidelines are offered in the

Bitterroot NationaForest PAn (199) and no moni toring is specified. The
Concer no iMNHPMebsitel/2/2019 According to the Montana Natural Heritage Progthenspecies

is currently considered globally uncommon but not rare atldmiMontana, it is potentially at risk, but may be

locally abundant.

Flammulated owls are associated with mature to old growth ponderosa pine/Biguglests at lower elevatian

in the Rocky Mountains. Composition of forests within favored areasaff@nmulated owls foraged repeatedly
suggests the importance of old ponderosa pine or ponderosa pine and Biouglas foraging behavior of the
owl. The flammulated owl halit query of the RV Map dataset identified approximatel@lacres of suéble
habitat within theproject Area, 08% of the area, meaning that this habitat may currently have the components
necessary to meet the nesting and/or foraging needs of flamcholate(Map 41 vMap Flammulated Owl

Habitat) Stands identified as suitabhabitat by the query are widely scattered throughout the project area.

A wildlife technicianconducted surveys for flammulated owrshe project area during the summer of 1884

detected one flammulated oyist tothe wesbf theboundary of the project area. No other owls have been detected
in or near the project area since. Surveys were again conducted fieldngsits in May, June, and July of 2019,

and no flammulat owls were detected.

Direct/Indirect and Cumulative Effects



There would be little to no direct effects on flammulated owls from proposed project actilditiedo the lack of
presencef owls and the scattered suitable habflammulated owls areat anticipated to be in or near the project
area or affected by any activities associated with implementation.

Potential project activities may affect habitat in the short term by reducing Ddirglaskets thatflammulated

owls sometimes use for reting or singing. Prescribed fires may improve habitat quality in the long term by
increasing the ratio of ponderosa pine in the stands, accelerating the growth rates of remaining trees, and moving
treated areas towards the opeanststructure that thispecies prefersAny treatments in areas thagy contain old
growth characteristics would be designed to continue moving stands towards the desired old growth condition by
increasing vigor of tree growth and reducing competittomfmore shadélerantspecies.

Deter mination

Implementation of thiprojectmay impact individual flammulated owls or their habitat but would not likely

contribute to a trend towards Federal listing or loss of viability to population or species

Fisher

Fishers are consided a Sensitive Species by the USFS Northern Region and are managed to reduce impacts to the
species and avoid contributing toward declining habitat or populations that would lead toward Federal Listing. The
species is classifiedsa a A Sp e c i a@ndMordaiha, @aeiny geeydimitéd habitat and/or potentially declining

populations in the state; worldwide, it is classified as common, widespread, and abiMididRt\ebsite
10/2/2019. Most recently, orDctober 5, 201,ithe USFWSletermined that the figh in this region did not warrant

listing under the Endangered Species Act at this time. As a result, the Northern Rocky Mountain DPS of the fisher
is not protected under the ESA but continues to be classified as a Sensitive kpeb&Northern Region

Fisher habitat was classified and mapped &egional scale by Olson et al. (2014) using a combination of

vegetation data provided by the LANDFIRE model anderabther physical and climatic parameters. Olson
subsequently ran her model basing tvegetative data on the RMap dataset, which includes tree species
cover .

composition, si ze

cl ass

and canopy

The

habitat estimates, but modified those estimbtesed on field verificadn (Table9) (Map 41 Fisher Habitat)
Drainage bottoms with riparian coniferous forests/mesic forest types appear to be preferred habitat for both fisher
and American marten (Buskirk and Ruggiero 139dinemeyer993, Powell anl Zielinski 1994). Optimum habitat

for fishers is thought to include mature, moist coniferous forest with a substantial woody debris component,
particularly in riparian/forest ecotones in lde+rmid-elevation areas that do not aotulate large amounts ofiew

(Jones 1991, Heinemeyer 1993, Powell and Zielinski 1994, Sauder and Raéi\8chwartz et al. 2013).

Table9. Fisher habitat in the Piguett Creek project area

Modeled Fisher Habitat Quality Acres % of Total Project Area
Low Quality 976.8 17%

Medium Quality 612.3 11%

High Quality 255.5 4%

Total Habitat 1844.7 32%

Total Project Area 5798.0

project

Approximately one third of thproject areanodels as fisher habitat, but over half is low qualify to the existing

vegetationTable1), however some medium amhigh-quality habitat may exist in isolated jghted across the

project area.While there is optimal fisher habitat modeled along the West Fork of the Bitterroot River and up
Piquett Creek, fisherare characterized as a speted avoid humans (Douglas and Strickland 1987) and tends to
be more commuoin areas where the density of humans is low and human disturbance is reduced (Powell and
Zielinski 1994). In addition, fishers seem to avoid {iorested and pole/sapling stands and spend little time in

T h e fof nature,enoigt sonifarpup farests,,combiped with a resrictiore

ponderosa pine.

to areas of lower snow accumulation, indicates that fisher habitat on the BNBtilk®ly to occur near larger
streams at lower elevations. Fisher habitat on the BNF seemssuo mostlywithin the large canyons in the

Bitterroot Range and leading into the Selw&iiterroot Wilderness.



There are no knowfisherobservations in therpject area. The Bitterroot National Forest, cooperatively with
Defenders of Wildlife (20142017) and th&1PG Ranch (2017 Present), have annually monitored winter

carnivores with remote sensing cameras, DNA hair snag sampling, track surveys, and dBdiadrcérom 2013 to
present, baiting and monitoring collectively about 50 stations annually duringriter wionths across the

Bitterroot National Forest. Data from these stations (photos and DNA) is collected about 4 times during the winter
months (raighly once per month), accumulatively accounting for about 1,000 rlmmghcapture opportunities.

Only 22detections of fisher have occurred across the entire BNF during this sampling effort, and the nearest
detection wag miles to the west near the Nieerce Fork of the Bitterroot River. Twanter carnivore stations

have been monitored br nearthe anajsis arean 2015 and 2017

Direct/Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Proposed treatments may reduce suitability of certain habitat componenshéor fHorizontal structural

complexity would likely be reduced in treatment areas. This reduction aoimbed structural complexity may

increase home range size, energetic costs of traversing the landscape, and increase potential predationt(Moriarity e
al. 2016). However, proposed activities are designed to progress succession towards larger bagdalldeza an

growth characteristics which would likely be beneficial for fisher. Increasing basal area of remaining trees would
likely increase the eveml recruitment of larger more persistent snags and increase habitat suitability for red
squirrels a prefered prey species and ecological engir(@ager 1991, Coffin 1994, and Ruggiero et al. 1998).
Implementation of the proposed treatments may impawie individuals but is not expected to significantly reduce
population viability for fishers.

Determination
Implementation of thiprojectmay impact individual fisher or their habitat but would not likely contribute to
a trend towards Federal listing or loss of viability to population or species

Gray Wolf

Wolvesare considered a Sensitive Species by the USFS Northern Region and are managed to reduce impacts to the
species and avoid coittuting toward declining habitat or populations that wouldi leavard Federal ListingThey

are classified as in Montanas apparently secure, though quite rare in parts of its range; worldwide, wolves are
considered common and widesprétNHP website10/2/2019. Wolves in Montana are no longer listed as

Endangeed, and wolf management has been returned to the state wildlife management agencies. According to the
provisions of the 2011 Appropriations Act, this reissuance is not subject to judicial r&Vves were
automatically added SeansitivetSheeiesRist gtithe tima they Wwere delstede Modtana held

legal wolf hunting seasons beginning in 2011.

Wolves are classified as a habitat generalist. The eambjectarea is currently suitable habitat for wolves from the
standpoint of the \getation Due to the widespread nature of wolves, little survey information exists. The most
recent observatiorgate to 20082009 when Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks documented wolves from the Sula
pack approximately 5 miles to the southeast of tiogept area.

Direct/Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Proposed ggetation treatments could result in minor changgmpulation numbers of deer and elk in piheject

area because it would result in increased forage production and reduced hidinghogwemstruction of temporary
roads would increase the potential for human disturbance to wolves and their geegral areas, although these

roads would not be open for public motorized use. Wolves might be somewhat more vulnerable to mortality due to
hurting because of the reduced amount of hiding cover. The net effect from this combination of factors toiocal wol
populations is expected to be negligible. Individual wolves might be displaced temporarily by human disturbance,
but any such animals wouldkély move to another portion of their large territory.

Deter mination
Implementation of thiprojectmay impactindividual wolvesor their habitat but would not likely contribute to
a trend towards Federal listing or loss of viability to population or speies

Wolverine
Wolverineare considered a Sensitive Species by the USFS Northern Ragqeroposed for listg under thé=SA,
and are managed to reduce impacts to the species and avoid contributing toward declining habitat or populations that



wouldlmed t oward Federal Listing. The species is classi
limited habitat and/or potentially declining populations in the state; worldwide, it is classifappaently secure,

though it may be quite rare parts of its range, and/or suspected to be declifMyHP website10/2/2019. As of

October 18, 2016, the US¥s issued a notice that it was reopening the comment period on the February 4, 2013
proposed rule to list the distinct population segment of/rate occurring in the contiguous United States as

threatened. As a result, the wolverine is currently propfisdibting as a threatened species.

Wolverinesare a generalist species with large home rangesi(4@@km2) andlongl i st ance Wkmper s al
capabilities (Banci 1994). The generalist nature of wolverine and their large home ranges necessitatatioon

at a large landscape scale (Inman 2Gi8) complicate evaluating the contribution of relatively minor disturbance
effects (i.e. treatment units). Scientists with the
Wolverine Program (8WP), the Craighead Environmental Institute andesal government agencies developed a
wolverine habitat model based on habitat parameters including spring snow depth, terrain ruggedness index (related
to steepness which implies the presence of talusibotiklds and avalanche terrain), latitemi#jused elevation

(related to the location of timberline), conifer cover, forest edge, and road density (Brock et al. 2007). This model
was further refined by Inman et al. (2013). The model outputs identifisdhpyr wolverine habitat in the western

U.S. Primay wolverine habitat is the area within the climactic limits of wolverines that resident adult wolverines are
expected to occupy. Model outputs were then overlaid mwéhsured habitat criteria from 31 knownlverine den

sites to identify areas likely ta@vide suitable wolverine denning habitat.

The Piquett Creek project area contains no modeled primary wolverine habitat, but suitable habitat was modeled
approximately % mile to the east of the projeeadMap 61 Wolverine Dispersal Habitat)in addtion, the

Bitterroot National Forest, cooperatively with Defenders of Wildlife (22047) and the MPG Ranch (2017

Present), have annually monitored winter carnivores with remote sensing cameras, DNA hair snag sampling, track
surveys, and eDNA collectidnom 2013 to present, baiting and monitoring collectively about 50 stations annually
during the winter months across the Bitterroot National Forest. Data from these stations (photos and DNA) is
collected about 4 times during the winter months (roughtegremmonth), accumulatively accounting for about

1,000 montHong capture opportunitiesOne wolverine was detected at a monitoring station approximately 3 miles
to the east of the project area.

Direct/Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Proposed treatentswould likely have minimal effect on habitat suitability for wolverine. Wolverine are a-wide

ranging species and the dispersed small extent of proposed treatment units is not expected to significantly adversely
affect wolverine home range selectiorspgkrsdmovements, or population viability.

Determination

The proposed action Not Likely to Jeopardizethe continuing existence of wolverine based on the limited extent
of the project area and the expected fogtiementation condition precipitatéy prgposed treatments. This
determination is based on tlaek of observations of wolverine in the project area, the general unsuitability of
habitat in the analysis area (Inman et al 2013), and the fact that land management activities are ntat a threat
wolverine (Federal Register 79:47539). The potential for disturbance to wolverines from project activities is
extremely remote. Project treatments wouldhbatral or improve habitat resiliency for wolverine. For these
reasons project effects to wehine ppulations would be insignificantmplementation of thiprojectmay impact
individual wolverine or their habitat but would not likely contribute to a trend towards Federal listing or loss

of viability to population or species

Towns en d-éased Bat g

T o wn s e n-daded BaBaie gonsidered a Sensitive Species by the USFS Northern Region and are managed to
reduce impacts to the species and avoid contributing toward declining habitat or populations that would lead toward
Federal Listing. Thespesisc | assi fi ed as a fiSpecies of Concerno in
potentially declining populations in the state; worldwide, it is classifiegbparently secure, though it may be quite

rare in parts of its range, and/or suspédttebe decliningtMNHP website10/2/2019. Since there are no known

fi

M c

primary roosting habitat s -eareddat within therprojedt area, piial effectsto Town s e n |

snags, which may be used as roosts, are assessed.



T o wn s e nahr@dbatdHave been detected in the Bitterroot drainage, but very little is known about their local
abundance or distributiohey are often associated with mesic habitatracterized by coniferous and deciduous
forests, but occupy a wide variety of wdgtion types, from juniper/pine to high elevation mixed conifer forests
(Barbour and Davis 1969). They appear to avoid grasslands whenever possible (Nature S¢r@agisland
abandoned mines are essential for maternity roosts and hibernacula (Fazédan

Direct/Indirect and Cumulative Effects

The proposed project activities would not affect any mines, caves or tunnels that could provide important habitat for
T o wn s e nehi@edbatbmiatgrnal colonies or hibernacula because none of these stauetiresvn to exist

within the project area. Project activities may reduce the existing snag densities in certain areas. Snag retention
guidelines in the design featis would assure that appropriate numbers of snags would be retained in any treated
units,including the large ponderosa pine and Doudjlasnags that are more likely to provide the cavities or loose

bark that bats might use for roosting. Snags leftimsind outside of proposed units would provide adequate

roosting opportunities for individd male bats.

The forest structure in the treatment units would be more open than it currently is, but it is difficult to determine
whether this change would causat prey species and bat foraging opportunities to decline or increase. Prescribed
burningmay be completed in some treatment areas depending on fuel loading following commerciatand non
commercial treatments. The effects of prescribed burning woui éa low severity wildland fire that reduces

fuels while preserving most of the live treskrubs, and other forest vegetation. Prescribed fire could reduce habitat
quality for bigeared bats by eliminating some of the large existing snags that thissgpexters for roosting. These
shags can catch on fire even during low intensity underbanaspnce on fire will often burn through and fall.
Prescribed fire can also create new snags if they gereratgghheat around green trees, and some of these new
shags may be large enough to accommodatednigd bat roosting. Given the standard burpiggcription in lower
elevation stands, it is likely that the trend in the number of large snags in these units would be downward. Overall,
the effects of projectativities to bigeared bat habitat would likely be neutral to negative in the short term.

Determination
Implementation of thiprojectmay impact individual T o wn s e n @desl baBar their habitat but would
not likely contribute to a trend towards Fedeal listing or loss of viability to population or species

Western Toad

The boreal/westertoad is listed as a Sensitive species in the Northern Region and thus insuring that viability is
maintained is the management goal. No specific conservation measures, standards, or guidelines are offered in the
BitterrootForest Plan @87) andnomonito i ng i s speci fied. The species is
Montana, having very limited habitat and/or potentially declining populations in the state; worldwide, it is classified
as apparently secure, but may be declimngarts of its rage MNHP website10/2/2019.

Western toads are habitat generalists that are found in a variety of habitats from valley bottoms to high elevations.
They breed in lakes, ponds, and slow streams with a preference for shallow areas viititoms. Breeding

season varies with elevation, but typically occurs soon after ice hassitdt &here are no known observations of
Western Toad in the project are@r were any observed during field visits in May, June, and July of 0t @ue

to theirwidespreadlistribution, he species is likely present in the analysis area at the adult life stage.

Direct/Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Riparian buffers along all known streams, wetlands and riparian areas would protect any toad breddintbdtabi
might ocair within the analysis area from damage thueegetative treatment$otential project activities would

not change the amount of suitable habitat for western toads within the project area, but it would alter the habitat
quality in somesuitable habitatCertain treatment activities would improve habitat for toadeg®ningthe forest
canopy and creating small openings that toads apparently select (Bull 2006).

Mechanized activities in potential harvest units could increase toad ityaitaé to equipmet running over toads.

This is most likely to occur in harvest units where grebaded yarding systems are used as opposed to units where
skyline or trackedine machine systems are used. Falling trees could potentially kill toads potemntial harvest

units. Hauling associated with harvest units could increase the risk of mortality to toads crossing or resting on roads.



Toads seem to congregate on roads in some locations, especially during the evenings when the air temperature is
cooling, and roads rein some residual heat from the day.

The effects of prescribed fire would lilee a low severity wildland fire that reduces fuels while preserving most of

the live trees, shrubs, and other forest vegetation. Toad habitat would geingpatlye in presdbed burning units,

which would open the canopy to some extent and simulate some of the burned conditions that toads seem to do well
in (Pilliod et al. 2006).

Determination
Implementation of this projechay impact individual Western Toads or their habitat but would not likely
contribute to a trend towards Federal listing or loss of viability to population or species

Management Indicator Species Analysis

Elk

The elk is a Management Indicator Spe¢M$S) for theBNF used to gauge impacts on all big gaspecies
(BitterrootForestPlan 198). ThePlan stated the efyopulation status/asto be used as an indicator of commonly
hunted ungulate species and #iigtus of their habitatElk use a large variety of habitats including many of the

younger succssional stages created after fire or timber harvest. Because of wide habitat use and other impacts (e.g.
hunting, diseases, winter use on other land ownesstetk population fluctuation may not reflect habitat conditions

on theBitterroot National Forst adequately

MontanaDepartment of Fish, Wildlife, and Parke TFWP) analyze and assess elk population goals and objectives
on the Elk Management Unit (BY) scale. Hunting DistrigfHD) 250 is considered its own EMU, the West Fork
EMU. This EMU enconpasses 355,448 acred which thePiquett Creek project aregualsl.6%. MTFWPG
goals for the elk population the Montanétatewide Elk Management Pla2004)in theWest ForkEMU include
managingelk numberst 1400 elk and cooperating with publicdaprivate landowners in the management of habitat
with emphasis on maintaendiverse bull age structu(®TFWP 2004). The habitat objectives with respectth@se
goals include:
9 Participate in cooperative programs with public and private land managéssii maintain 452,506 acres
of occupied elk habitat.
1 Maintain elk security so that elk harvest is distributed throughout the hunting season with noamore th
30% of the bull harvest occurring during the first week of the general season.
1 Maintain and ehance the current amount of elk winter range.

The Bitterroot ForedPlan(1987)mapped the entire Piquett Creek project area as winter range, although different
management areas (MAs) encompass different portions of the project area (Table 1). SeatrBldrodirections
regarding elk management are applicable to the project (Alipes A and B). While MTFWP analyzes elk

management on an EMU scale, the Bitterroot Forest Plan uses different spatial extents, which makes analysis more
complicated. Thedilowing discussion regarding Forest Plan objectives with regards to elk is withcontext of

the Piquett Creek project making up 1.6% of the land area of the West Fork EMU, and the different spatial scales
with which MTFWP and the BNF analyze pertih@rformation.

Elk Population(FP Standard Il e.(11))

These MTFWRyoals and bjectivesrequire secure habitat areas in sumrassessing harvest and hunting season
success and modifying as necessand providingenoughwinter range to support elk whdittle forage is

available. As of 2019, the West Fork EMU had a winter coun®@1 elk(MTFWP 2019) Winter counts are a

minimum count and serve as a trend indicator; depending on the type of terrain, type of count, observer bias,
frequency, and a hosf other factors, these counts can fluctuate from year to year or even freraentie

observer. For more information on how MTFWP conducts elk countdatadnterpretation, refer to the

AEsti mating EIl k Popul ati on ERRBland200t Elk counts ipn theWestéartk of t he
EMU has been on an upward trendcg records have been kept in the early 1960s (MTE®W®. From 2004 to
present, the elk population has continued to increase. Some portion of thim&gbe attributalel to different

season structures and hunter harvest, whiah sdditional toolised to understand elk population fluctuatidik

harvest has been relatively stable for the West Fork EMU since 2011, but season structure and license distribution
changedrom an unlimited to limited unit at that time.




HabitatAnalysis(FP Standardl e.(12))

A requirement of the Bitterroot Forest Plan is to consider the Guides for Elk Habitat Objectives (USDA 1978).
These guidelines suggest that winter range vegetsttionld provide20% of the winter range area in thermal cqver
20% in hiding cove 20% in open forage, and 40% in forested fordgach of these recommendations was
analyzed separately within the West Fork EM¥dcept forhiding cover(Table10). Current limitations oVMAP

do not provide enough stand dynamic information to assess hiding cover in any meaningful way.

Table10. vMap cover information for West Fork EMU and Piguett Creek project area

Existing Condition (BNF Lands Total
EMU) Existing Condition (Winter Range)
Thermal Winter Thermal
Cover Forage Habitat Range Cover Forage Habitat
A 664
Total USFS S 06 0% %| Forest | % open | % USFS % % % Fores % Ope %
Acres | Acres = Canopy Acres Can t n
Area S opy
Piquett 1 3 6 1 6
Creek 5798 5798 0 2011 5 3642 3 145 3 5798 | 0| 2011 | 35 | 3642 3 145 | 3
Project 0 0
west | 35544 9 1 6 2 8
Fork 346008 41880 234024 70735 | 20 | 74910 9049 | 12 | 60415 5446 | 7
EMU 8 7 2 8 2 1

This publication definedifferent cover type criteriélbid), however, due to the science in 1978 and the current data
available fomVMAP, the cover analyses very slightly, but comparisons and calculations are suitable for the scale
of the analysis

The purpose athethermal cover guidelines was to provide habihat at that time was believed to be necessary to

St af

meet the ForesttPan goal s and objectives of maintaining the
however has questioned the necessity of thermal cover for survival of wintering elk {@Gb0k398). The
researchers found # n otheniabcaverfon teeaondition op etk sluringiany ef theifsixe ct o f
experiments. In contrast, dense cover provided a costly energetic environment, resulting in significantly greater
overwinter mass |l oss, fat <catabol i s mthernalcaover(sinetessanyor wi nt er )

individual elk survival or elk population viability seems open to questidrermal cover within the identified

winter range across the West Fork ENUpproximately74910acres of BNHands VMap estimates that about
9049acres (12%) of this winter range area qualify as thermal c@terproject area contains approximat20i 1

acres of thermal cové€B5% of the project areayvhich is 26% of the therral cover in the entire EMU, which

amounts to &% of the total acresiithe EMU(Map 71 Elk Winter Range and Thermal Cover)Theamount of

thermal meettherecommende@0% optimal thermal cover percentage referenced in Guides for Elk Habitat
Objectives (USDA 1978)ut not in the entire EMUIn consideration of the more recent applicable science from

Cook et al 1998, and the increasing trend in elk population, any proposed project activities that affect thermal cover
are negligible in the Piquett Crepkoject arean the total winter thermal cover in the West Fork EMU

Forested forage was analyzed across the EMU, EMU winter range, and the Piquett Creek prd)dejpaéElk
Forested Forage)68% of the EMU, 81% of EMU winter range, and 63%haf project area were classified as

forested forageThese figures all exceed the recommended amount of forested forage from Guides for Elk Habitat
Objectives (USDA 1978). In consideration of ther@asing trend in elk population, any proposed projeittities

that affect forested forage are negligible in the Piquett Creek project area on the total winter forested forage in the
West Fork EMU.

Open forage was analyzed across the EMU, EMU wiatege, and the Piquett Creek project dMap 97 Elk

Open Forage) 20% of the EMU, 7% of EMU winter range, and 3% of the Piquett Creek project area were classified
as open forage. Any potential vegetation treatments in the project area would move kit winter range and

the project area closer towanaeeting the recommended open forage percentages.

I



Hiding cover, definedhs veget ati on c¢ apab lwasnaénalyréddor thegprojdmcauselok a't
currently available data enoughto analyze this metricHowever, hiding cover has nakély been a limiting factor

in elk population growth in most of the project area. The degree to which hiding cover may influence seasonal elk
occupancy of forest service lands is unknown.

Elk Habita EffectivenesgFP Standard Il e.(14))

The Forest Plastandard for elk habitat effectiveness (EHE) is to manage roads through the Travel Plan process to
attain or maintain 50 percent or higher EHE in currently roaded drainages (those where more tbath5%

potential road systemvas in place in 1987), ar@D percent or higher EHE in drainages where less than 25% of the
roads had been built (USDA 1987). EHEs of 50% and 60% equate to 2 miles and 1 mile of open road per square
mile, respectively (Lyon 19.

No permanent roads will be constructed as pati@Piquett Creek project, and any temporary roads will be
decommissioned within 3 years of completion of the proj&ébe open road density and resulting EHE will not
change from the existing cotidin in any of the 3 order drainages that the projécundary intersects.

020

The EHE model described by Lyon (1983) was the best information available at the time the Plan was implemented.

Subsequently, a model developed by Hillis et al. (1991) has lseehim Bitterroot National Forest project planning
to mantain elk security during hunting season when elk are most vulnerable. See the follovaaguelly section
for details of how this model has been used to achieve the Forest Plan objective.

Elk Security
Elk security areas have been mapped using ftexiarfromHillis et al. (1991). Securitgreas are defined as non

linear polygons of cover that are greater than 250 acres and more than one half mile from a road open to motorized
use during the flie hunting seaso(Map 107 Mapped Elk Security)Adequate elk security exists when at least 30
percent of an elk herd unit qualifies as security area (Hillis et al. 19%1B) elk security area percentage for the

West Fork EMUis currently45%, none of which falls within the Piquett Creek project aréa.consideration of the
increasing trend in elk population, the small size of the project area(1.6%) compared to tiitbtahd mass,

and the fact that nelk security area will be impacted)yaimplemented project activities will not contribute to the

loss ofelk securityor a downward trend of the elk population in the West Fork EMU.

Direct/Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Potential treatments could convert certain areas into more suitable habitat for elk. This is primarily due to
reductions in canopgover and course woody debris resulting from the various treatments and subsequent burning.
The resulting stands woulgenerally provide more open forage or forested forage habitat with greater nutritional
value to elk.

Prescribed fire may be compldtdepending on fuel loading following commercial thinning. The effects of this
treatment would be like a low severitylatand fire that reduces fuels while preserving most of the live trees,
shrubs, and other forest vegetation. It would also reinvigshatéo and forb growth, providing for better forage for
elk and other game species. Components of the-stoliied faest structure will most likely be lost in portions of
habitatthat serve as hiding covetepending on the fire behavior.

In the longterm, project activities may reduce the risk of a large,-img¢msity fire that could drasticallgiter the
landscapdor elk and other big game us&his treatment would help move treated stands towards old growth
conditions in the long term by redugihigh stocking densities that result in sigrowing, stunted trees that are at
high risk of stanédeplacing fire.

Both the beneficial and negativifexts ofthese treatment activities would both be shand longterm, depending
on the scope and seabf treatments.

Conclusion

Proposed project treatmentsuld have short term negative impaitislk and big gaméelk would likely still
occupy portions of the area, afrdatments would help improve elk foragabitat and populations in the long term
at both the local and Forest scales.



Pine Marten

The pne marten is a Management Indicator Species for the Bitterroot National ARezgint genetic data indicate
that there are two species of Marten within Montana with a zone of hybridization thagetis to be mapped to
inform conservation status desagions and management efforts; Pacific Martdarfes caurina has more of a
southern distribution and American Martévigrtes americanphas more of a northern distribution in western
Montana (Dawso and Cook 2012, Dawson et al. 2017).

The marten is onef the most common, midized carnivores in northern North America. Although populations

have been reduced by habitat loss and trapping in some areas, marten are still common, particularly in western
Montana (Foresman 2001). Marten are active througtheuge¢ar and are dietary generalists, foraging primarily on
voles and miceMarten habitat was classified and mapped through a query of thidap dataset. The marten

guery was based on a combinatafriree species dominance type, size class, and caoopy that identifies stands

that contain forest structural components that are likely to meet the habitat needs of marten. Marten habitat quality
ratings were highest in polygons that had a combinaifalominance by more mesic overstory species, larges t

and higher crown closures.

The Forest does not have population estimiaiesiarten within thé?iquett Creek projecrea, bua martenwas
detected during carnivore monitoring on the one gitiaé project area in 2015Marten habitat within the project
area is connected to other areas of suitable marten habitat via forested ripariaifoagdiguett Creeland its
major tributaries.

Direct/Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Potential treatmats could convert marten habitat into unsuitable habitat for martens. This is primarily due to
reductions in canopy cover and course woody debris resulting from the various treatments and subseingent bu
The resulting stands would generally provideuifisient canopy closures and coarse woody debris to qualify as
marten habitat.

The project area appears to support a resident marten population based on confirmed records. It is likely that
implemenation of some proposed treatments would reduce cgroapacity for marten to some extent. Prescribed
fire may be completed depending on fuel loading following commercial thinning. The effects of this treatment
would belike a low severity wildland firehat reduces fuels while preserving most of the lieeg, shrubs, and

other forest vegetation. Components of the nmitiried forest structure will most likely be lost in portions of
designated habitat depending on the fire behavior.

In the long termproject activities may reduce the risk of a largghtintensity fire that could drastically reduce the
amount of suitable marten habitat in large portions of the project area. This treatment would help move treated
stands towards old growth conditionsthe long term by reducing high stocking densitied tesult in slow

growing, stunted trees that are at high risk of stapdacing fire.

Effects of the reduction in marten habitat would last until canopy cover fmew to be continuous again and
there is a multstoried forest structure.

Conclusion

Proposed projedteatmentsvould have short term negative impacts to mahtgitat anctould reduce the project
areabs carrying capacity for mart e nvouldreduce marten habitat e nt .
quality by reducing overhédacanopy, and by reducing the amount of potential down woody debris. However,
treatments would also reduce the risk of stegplacingfire andwould improve stand composition and structure in

the longer term. This would result in improved marten habitality in the future. Although marten numbers in the
analysis area might be reduced somewhat in the short term, the species would likely still occupy portions of the area,
and transient individuals waibe able to move through the area and connect pagndab the north and south.

Proposed treatments would help improve marten habitat and populations in the long term at both the local and Forest
scales.

Pileated Woodpecker

The pileated woodpecker isManagement Indicator Species for BitterrootNational Forest used to gauge
impacts ormatureold growth forestsvith limited managemer(Bitterroot ForesPlan, 198). The health of its
population was supposed to indicate the condition of habitatgtier wildlife species that use components of old



growth such as large snags and mature, decaying tréks.pileated woodpecker é®nsidered widespread and
commonglobally (G5), but a species of concénniMontanabecause of its limited or declining numbers or habitat
(S3)(Montana Nattal Heritage Progim, accesset5/2019). The species, howevirapparently reasonably
common on thaitterrootNational Forest according to the Northern Region Landbird MongdPimgram.

Pileated woodpeckers use a huge variety of habitats including open and clesédtémds, agricultural and rural

areas and older forestSuitable habitat typically includes dry to moderately moist forests in older seral stages, and
usuallycontains old growth, mature, saw timber, or multi storied structural components. Susdaitéde is typically

l'imited to elevations bel ow Thedikeétdd waodpedken labitd iguery @ the o ot Na
R1VMap dataset identified appximately4556acres of suitable habitat within the project are&, 9946 of the area,

meanig that this habitat may currently have the components necessary to meet the nesting and/or foraging needs of
pileated woodpecke®lap 11 vMap Pileated Woodpecketabitat)

The Forest does not have population estimates for pileated woodpeckers weitRigubtt Creek project area, but
pileated woodpeckers are known to occur. The projectods
excavations and foraging evidence omegularbasis andaw or heard pileated woodpeckers while doing wildlife
habitatsurveys in the analysis area during the summer of 2019.

Direct/Indirect and Cumulative Effects

Potential treatments proposed would reduce the quality of pileated woodpeabktet by removing live and dead
conifers in a variety of size classes. Larliyg trees would be preferred for retention, but some would be removed.
Most larger snags would be left when not considered a safety hazard. However, numbers of existitentiald po
nesting and foraging trees, snags and downed logs would be reducedanitifiarvested areas.

Prescribed fire may be completed depending on fuel loading following treatments. The effects of prescribed burning
would belike a low severity wildlandire that reduces fuels while preserving most of the live trees, shrubs, and

other forest vegetation. Prescribed fire could reduce the quality of pileated woodpecker nesting habitat by
eliminating some of the large existing snags that this species pi@aferssting. These snags can catch on fire even
during low intensity underburnand once on fire will often burn through and fall. Prescribed fire can also create

new snags if they generataoughheat around green trees, and some of these new snagerzage enough to
accommodate pileated woodpecker nesting. Given the stangariddp prescription in lower elevation stands, it is

likely that the trend in the number of large snags in these units would be downward. Overall, the effects of
prescribed fie to pileated woodpecker nesting habitat would likely be neutral to negathe short term, unless

some type of mitigation is undertaken to minimize the loss of existing large snags. Prescribed fire could also create
new smaller snags that would attrbark beetles and other insects, but these insects form a minor part ot thfe die
pileated woodpeckers. In the short term, the effects of prescribed fire to pileated woodpecker foraging habitat would
be negative.

Conclusion

Proposed project activitie#sould have minoshorttermnegative impacts to pileated woodpecker nesting and
foraginghabitatandc oul d reduce the analysis areads carrying capa
Treatments within pileated woodpecker habitat would reduceagkef standreplacingfire andwould improve

stand composition and structurethe longer term. This would result in improved pileated woodpecker habitat

quality in the future. Although pileated woodpecker numbers in the analysis area might be rechmetat in the

short term, the species would still be present and would cotgribuhe maintenance of population viability at the

Forest scale. Treatments would help improve pileated woodpecker habitat and populations in the long term at both

the localand Forest scales.
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Appendix A - Applicable Bitterroot National Forest Plan Forest-wide Terrestrial
Wildlife Management Directions

# Forest Plan Standard How Project Complies with Standard
Old growth habitats are known to occur in the project ar|
The amount and distribution of old growth will be used to ensure| and are not being proposed for treatment. Harvest
e.(1) sufficient habitat for the maintenance of viable populations of treatments in dense stands of ponderosa pine would
’ existing native and desirable nagive vertebrate species, includind precipitate conditions for advaing stands more rapidly
two indicator species, the pine marten and pileated woodpecker.| toward an old growth structure. Thi®uld be beneficial
for pine marten and pileated woodpecker.
Stand conditions that qualify as old growth will vary by habitat tyyq Old growth hablt_ats as deribed by Green et al. (2001)
- ; ) o . ’'| may be present in project area. Areas proposed for
e.(2) | and landform. Criteria to consider for identifying gicbwth include: b luated by the wildlife biologist and
(Green et al. 2001) ”.ef?tmem. will be evaluat Y 9
silviculturist to comply with standard.
e.3) ﬁ;{;gzgs that do not present an unacceptable safety risk will be Snags are not proposed for treatment.
Old growthhabitats as described by Green et al. (2001)
e.(4) Long rotations will be prescribed to meet-gicbwth requirements o may bepresent in project area. Areas proposed for
’ suitable timberland in Management Areas 1, 2, 3s 3b, and 3c. treatment will be evaluated by the wildlife biologist and
silviculturist to comply with standard.
e.(11) Elk population status will be used as an indicatazashmonly MTFWP elk survey data will be used to evaluate effectd
’ hunted ungulate species and the statubeif habitat. proposed project activities.
Big-game cover/forage relationships, as described in Guides for . . N .
e.(12) | Habitat Objectives (USDAL978), will be a consideration in (SBeu(;(é(Ieks;cr)];IIElls(i:sg(l:ttziagr?bjectlves (1978) were consider
planningtimber management activities. Y )
The proposed treatments are consistent with the
The recommendations in the "Coordinating Elk and Timber Coordinating Elk and Timber Management report.
e.(13) | Management" report will be consigd during timber managemeny Important or key areas for elk should be identified on a
and transportan planning (Lyon, et al, 1985). site-specific basis durmpthe planning and implementatior]
of silvicultural practices.
Manage roads though the Travel Plan process to attain or mainta
percent or higher elk habitat effectiveness (Lyon, 1983) in curren . - . .
. . . No project activities would impact this standard, as no
e.(14) roaded third order drainages. Drainages wheseerthan 25 percent permanentoads will be constructed. See Big Game
’ of roads arén place are considered roaded. Maint60 percent or Analysis section ’
higher elk habitat effectiveness in drainages where less than 25 '
percent of the roads have been built.
The habitat needs of sensitive species, as listed by the This wildiife specialist report serves as the document fo
e.(16) Regional Forester, will be considered in all project planning the analgis of all regionally sensitive species potentially
’ ' impactedby this project.
This wildlife specialist report analyzes all thiexzed,
Participate in the identification and protection of threatened and | endangered, and regionally sensitive species that may
f.(2) endangered species and vascular plants identified as rare, pend] impacted by this project to identify potential beneficial,
study and proposal as threatenedratamgered. neutral, and adverse effects. Identification of these
potential effect@nables informed decisions for protectio




Appendix B - Applicable Bitterroot National Forest Plan Management Area
Terrestrial Wildlife Management Directions

Management Starjdard . . .
Area # Standard Applicable How Project Complies with Sandard
to Project
There are approximately 398 acres of this
management area within the project area. Arg
Utilize timber practices tmanage game range proposed for treatment within this maesnent
c.(1) | to the extent that timber production is not Potentially | area will be evaluated by the wildibiologist
affected. and silviculturist to comply with standard, if
applicable. Proposed treatment activities woJ
likely improve big game range.
Old growth stands should be 40 acres and There are approxma_tel_y 398 acres of this
P management area within the project area. Ar
larger, distributed oer the management area. A
. proposed for treatment within this manageme
About 3percent of Management Area 1 suital . L LY
) : ) ) . area willbe evaluated by the wildlife Hmgist
timberland, in each third order drainage will b) L . . h
A . . and silviculturist to comply with standard, if
maintained in old growth. Provide 4re . . ;

c.(2) L Potentially | applicable. Old growth habitats are may be
stands of old growth by coordinating resent in the project area but are not bein
management activities in this area with P proj 9

L - proposed for treatment. Harvest treatments ir|
activities m adjaent management areas and ;
1 with intermingled riparian and unsuitable dens_e_stands of.ponderosa plr)eul/dO
management areas (USDA, 1979). preplpltate conditions fordvancing stands morg
rapidly toward an old growth structure.
There are approximately 398 acres of this
Nonstructural wildlife improvements such as management area within the project area. Ar
burning,and pruning will be scheduled in proposed for treatmentithin this management

c.(3) | Douglasfir habitat types as shown in the Potentially | area will be evaluated by the wildlife biologist
wildlife habitat improverent schedule and silviculturist to comply ith standard, if
(Appendix G2). applicable. Proposed activities would likely

improve big game habitat.
There are approximately 398 acres of this
Openings should be limited to 40 acres. management area within the project area. Ar
e.(?) Shelterwood cutting units should be planned Potentiall proposed for treatment within thisanagement
’ the final harvests average 10 years following Y| area will be evaluated by the wildlife biologist
the regeneration harvest and silviculturist to comply with standard, if
applicabe.
There are approximately 4864 acres of this
management area within the project area. Ar
Utilize timber practices to manage game rang proposed for treatment within this managnt
c.(1) | to the extent that timber production is not Potentially | area will be evaluated by the wildlife biologist
affected. and silviculturist to comply with standard, if
applicable. Proposedeatment activities would
likely improve big game range.
Old growth stands should be 40 acres and There are approxma_lte_ly 4864 acres of th
I management area within the project area. A
larger, distributed ovahe management area. proposed for treatment within this managem
About 8 percent of Management Area 2 suitg area will te evaluated by the wildiife biologis
timberland, in each third order drainage will b . ) .
A . . and silviculturist to comply with standard,
maintained in old growth. Provide 4re . . .
c.(2) stands of old qrowth by coordinatin Potentially | applicable. Old growth habitatare may be}
growtn by cool 9 present in the project area but are not bg
management activities in this area with
s : proposed for treatment. Harvest treatments
2 activities m adjacdrmanagement areas and dense stands of ponderosa pine ldguecipitate
with intermingled riparian and unsuitable e P h p quecipitate
conditions for advancing stands more rapi
management areas (USDA, 1979).
toward an old growth structure.
There are approximately 4864 acres of this
Habitatimprovement practices including management area within the project area. Arg
burning and browse pruning will be schedule proposed for treatment within this manageme

c.(3) | in Douglasfir, ponderosa pine, and grassland| Potentially | area will be evaluated by the wildlife biologist
habitat types. See thvéldlife habitat andsilviculturist to comply with standard, if
improvement schedule (AppendixZ. applicable. Proposeattivitieswould likely

improve big game hatait.
Guides f_or Elk Habitat _Objecnv_es_ (USDA Guides for Elk Habitat Objectives (1978) werg
1978) will be followed in prescribing any ) .
: Lo . considered, however cover proportions are nd

e.(1) | timber harvest in this management area. The|] Potentially ) )

L and would not, be met prer postimplantation.
following timber management standards are A proiect specific forest plan amendnt would
desirable on writer range: ProJ P p




Standard

Man:?ezment # Standard Applicable How Project Complies with Sandard
to Project
(a) Evenaged management. be used to justify‘not meeting fores@ plan
standards (see big garaealysis section).
(b) Precommercial and commercial thinning.
(c) Establish or maintain a mixture of ponderg
pine and Douglar.
(d) Rotations will be greater than culmination
mean annuahcrement to provide for 20 to 30
percent of the rotation length in thermal cove
and 55 to 65 percent of the rotation length in
forested or open forage. The rest of the rotati
will be in hidingcover.
(e) Timber harvest on land unsuitable for timi
production is appropriate for meeting
cover/forage objectives if other resource
objectives including soil and water can be mqg
Areas proposed fdareatment within this
e.d) Reforest to species which optimize winter rar Potentially management area will be evaluated by the
’ hiding and thermal cover. wildlife biologist and silviculturist to comply
with standard, if applicable.
Openings should be limited to 40 acres on
habitat type grops HT123, HT4, and HT567.
e.(7) | Shelterwooctutting units should be planned s| Potentially | Created openings would not exceed 40 acres
that the final cuttings average 10 years
following the seed cuttings.
Fire planning will protect and enhance winter The; purpose and need of this project is in par
. range habitat. Fire managememescriptions . mitigate the effects of ;tgr_]d replacmg fire.
j-(1) will provide for big game winter habitat. (See Potentially Po;tle_ntlal trefa;]mer?t_gct;vms_s would |nt_:wahe
Appendix M), resiliency of this haibat for big game winter
range.
Natural and activity fuels will be treated to
reduce slash depth belowl12 feet to provide .
j-(2) | for big-game movement. About 25 tons/acre ¢ Potentially ;\évgrgtsgtdards are part of the design feature
down trees larger thanifich diameter will be Ject.
left for nongame habitat if avlable.
There are approximately 536 acres of this
S . . management area within the project area. Arg
Utilize timber practices to manage ligme T
1 winter range habitat to the extent that the visy p iall propos_tlaldbfor trelatmedntbwnLun t%sr;nabn_algeme
M | quality objective of partial retenticia otentially ar%a Y‘I". Teya uate yIt e."r‘]" ! ed |c:ﬂog|st
maintained. and silviculturist to comply with standard, i
applicable. Proposed treatment activities woul
likely improve big game range.
Old growth stands should be 40 acres and There are approximately 536 acres of f
larger, distributed over the management areg management area within the project area. A
About 8 percent of Management Area 2 suital proposed for treatment within this managem
timberland, in each third orddrainage will be area will be evaluated by the wildlife biologil
maintained in old growth. Provide 4@re and silviculturst to comply with standard, i
3a c.(2) | stands of old growth by coordinating Potentially | applicable. Old growth habitats are may
management activities in this area with present in the project area but are not bg
activities m adjacent management areas and proposed for treatment. Harvest treatmentg
with intermingled riparian and unsuitable dense stands of ponderosa pine would precip
management areas, especially Mamagnt conditions for advancing stands morapidly
Area 3b, riparian areas (USDA, 1979). toward an old growth structure.
There are approximately 536 acres of this
Wildlife habitat improvements such as burnin management area within the project area. Ar
and browse pruning will be scheduled m proposed for treatment within this manageme
c.(3) | Douglasfir, ponderosa pine, and grassland a§ Potentially | area will be evaluated by the wildlife biologist

long as they comply with the partial retention
visual qualityobjective.

and silviculturist to comply with standard, if
applicable. Poposed activities would likely
improve big game habitat.




Standard

Man:gement # Standard Applicable How Project Complies with Sandard
rea -
to Project
Openings created by timber harvest should b There are appromate_ly_536 acres of this
. ! : management area within the project area. Arg
designed to blend with natufaized openings. roposed for treatment within this manageme
e.(6) | They will normally be 5 to 1acres butould Potentially prop 9

be larger to blend with natural landscape
patternsand to control insects and diseases.

area will be evaluated by the wildlife biologist
and silviculturist tacomply with standard, if
applicable.




Map 17 Piquett Creek Overview
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Map 21 Piquett Creek vMap Dominant Cover Types
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Map 37 Lynx Habitat i Field Verified
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Map 47 Flammulated Owl Habitat
























